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Abstract 
Free/Libre and Open Source Software (FLOSS) has had a profound impact on the field of 
Information Technology. While the adoption rates of FLOSS have been growing, extant 
research reports various significant barriers that inhibit widespread adoption. To develop a 
comprehensive overview of FLOSS adoption barriers, this study reviewed and synthesized 44 
relevant articles published between 2003 and 2016. Based on the organizing logic of the 
Technology, Organization, Environment and Individual (TOEI) framework, we categorized the 
challenges and identified major adoption barriers in each dimension. Technology barriers 
include vendor lock-in, lack of maturity, and lack of external support. At the organizational 
level, companies often lack financial and human resources, as well as adequate managerial 
support. Environmental aspects include culture, policies, and legal frameworks. Individual 
factors, such as employees’ resistance to change and risk-averse leadership may also negatively 
influence the adoption process. 
Keywords: Open Source Software, Adoption, Barriers, TOEI. 
1. Introduction  
Many organizations recognize that free/libre and open-source software (FOSS/FLOSS) can be 
a “very viable alternative” to proprietary software [22, 53, 75]. A recent Gartner survey shows 
that the share of proprietary source code in firms’ software portfolios has steadily decreased 
over time, and many enterprises almost entirely rely on open technologies [27, 77, 99]. Some 
FLOSS products, such as the Linux operating system, have become a de facto standard and 
sparked the creation of new complementary products and services – in areas such as cloud and 
big data. The growth of OSS has also been facilitated by the growing ecosystem of 
infrastructure providers and corporate supporters, such as GitHub.com and Red Hat Inc. [53, 
54]. Besides the growing recognition in private industries, the public sector has also begun 
engaging with open-source principles and communities, e.g., by trying to accommodate it in 
governmental procurement processes [15, 16, 23, 94]. 
Research has addressed many questions regarding FLOSS in organizations, including the 
adoption process [22, 35, 52, 60, 72]. As the use, quality, and availability of open-source have 
risen dramatically [38, 52], there is a stream of literature which analyses adoption challenges 
in various contexts and from different angles. With this study, we aim to review existing 
literature and provide a comprehensive overview of reported challenges that inhibit adoption of 
FLOSS in companies. To consolidate existing research that explores these inhibiting factors, 
our study uses the Technology, Organization, Environment and Individual (TOEI) framework 
as an organizing frame to provide a structured overview and synthesis of extant research [18]. 
The remainder of this article is structured as follows. In Section 2 we present related 
research. Section 3 describes methods used for this study. Then, in section 4 we report our 
approach to synthesis using TOEI framework and findings of our research organized along the 
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four dimensions. In section 5, we discuss our results before concluding our work with a 
summary. 
2. Background and Related Research 
FLOSS refers to software products offered under a specific open source license that “grants 
individuals (…) and organizations extensive rights to use, modify, and redistribute the binary 
and source-code of the original and modified/derived works, without requiring license royalty 
fees” [24, 52]. As the main distinguishing factor to proprietary software, open source software’s 
defining criterion is that its source code is publicly available [14]. Nevertheless, several 
different FLOSS licenses are in common use, and the choice of a specific FLOSS license “has 
an impact on the success or failure” of a product and it “can strongly influence the return on 
software investment” [14, 21, 80, 82]. 
Contrary to FLOSS, for proprietary software the source code is kept intentionally secret so 
that users cannot change and/or redistribute computer programs due to restrictions in the end-
user license agreement (EULA) [98]. Such agreements with end-users serve the goal to place 
certain boundaries and conditions on the use, depending on the intentions of the vendor firm. 
Table 1 further demonstrates the main differences between FLOSS and proprietary software, 
alongside core references. 
Table 1. Main distinguishing factors between FLOSS and proprietary software. 
Factors Free/Libre Open Source Software  Non-free software  References 
Primary actors in the 
ecosystem  
Vendors, End-users/Customers, Independent 
developers/contributors, Software 
Foundations 
Vendors, End-users/Customers 
 
[55] 
Development style 
& coordination 
“Bazaar” (typically no formal methodology)  
Developed by a large, geographically 
dispersed community of experts. Developers 
are self-organized. Decisions are based on 
transparent, public discussions, accessible to 
anyone. 
“Cathedral” (well-defined 
methodology with hierarchical, 
formal, top-down processes). 
Decisions are made internally. 
Developers are employees. 
[1, 17, 73, 
74, 84] 
Contributing to 
software projects 
Having source code in the open, contributions 
are welcomed from everybody and they are 
judged based on their quality & merit. 
 
Typically, no outside parties can 
contribute – the vendor develops 
software alone or with selected 
contributors. 
[17, 43, 44] 
Financial costs for 
the end-
user/customer 
Free to download with unlimited trial period. 
May come with some restrictions due to 
specific licenses.  
Users pay a price/fee to offset costs 
of research and development. The 
price is set by the vendor. Different 
pricing models exist. 
[10, 71, 83, 
85] 
Number and 
dedication of 
developers, 
including incentives 
and rewards  
Depending on project’s size and importance, 
large projects have very motivated 
contributors. Lack of financial incentives. 
Immediate rewards: recognition, respect, 
tournament/competition. Delayed rewards: 
experience, skills for future employment.  
Developer size limited by vendor’s 
resources, but developers are 
contracted with financial 
incentives/employment. 
 
[9, 25, 28, 
46, 79, 
100] 
Business model and 
commercialization 
Hybrid models exist where vendors can offer 
commercial add-ons that extend a FLOSS 
product. Services offered by different firms in 
the product ecosystem (e.g., implementation, 
support, training). 
Often one-time license fees e.g. for 
perpetual use or per user. Recently 
increased use of subscription-based 
models. Vendors themselves often 
offer additional services. 
[7, 8, 21, 
34, 36, 39, 
47, 55, 69, 
95, 97, 
101]  
Software quality and 
testing 
Best effort of the whole community – no 
financial costs or incentive. 
Closed test suites and quality 
assurance processes done by paid 
professionals. 
[1, 59, 71] 
 
While a large number of studies deals with specific aspects of FLOSS adoption, only a few 
studies follow a systematic review and analysis process to build on the existing body-of-
knowledge. A comprehensive overview and structured synthesis of FLOSS adoption challenges 
is missing, inhibiting future research to systematically advance the field. The main contribution 
of this study is therefore providing a systematic review of extant research, to serve as a basis 
for a more cumulative research tradition and future research designs.  
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In contrast to extant research, our work differs in three key aspects. Firstly, our unit of 
analysis are all organizations in a global context – instead of applying limitations frequently 
used in other studies such as specific countries, industries (e.g., software-intensive firms), or 
firm types (e.g., SMEs) [35, 52]. Secondly, we are not concentrating our effort on barriers of 
adopting new development practices within an organization (Inner Source), creating a 
relationship with communities or publishing internally developed software as FLOSS [89]. 
Rather, we investigate the adoption and integration of FLOSS as for use as a firm’s applications 
or part of the software development processes, e.g., in the form of FLOSS libraries. Thirdly, 
we narrow ourselves to issues relevant for the primary adoption of FLOSS [38], concerned with 
firm’s initial adoption decision on organizational level (“managers go ahead”). Therefore, our 
objective in this study is to investigate the challenges that managers and other decision makers 
perceive in their initial reasoning about FLOSS adoption [20, 22, 26]. 
3. Methodology 
To conduct our review, we closely followed the guidelines for conducting systematic, concept-
centric literature reviews in information systems [66, 96]. As a first step, we began with an 
exploration of the available literature for our objectives by searching Scopus and flosshub.org 
databases in order to gather primary and secondary sources such as books, journal articles and 
conference proceedings with relation to FLOSS adoption and barriers. The following key-
words were applied for our initial search: “‘OSS’, ‘open (-) source software’, ‘free software’, 
‘F(L)OSS’, ‘adoption’, ‘inhibit(tors)’, ‘barrier(s)’, ‘factor(s)’, ‘challenge(s)’, ‘integration’, 
‘organization(s)’ and ‘company(ies)’. Additionally, we complemented our search with queries 
in Google Scholar for working papers and other reports. To filter the large number of results 
(~4000 articles), we skimmed the titles and abstracts for relevance, guided by the main criteria: 
does the study mainly investigate the role of one or multiple factors related to FLOSS adoption? 
Through this rigorous search and filter process we arrived at an initial set of 55 documents 
for further consideration. Each document was fully skimmed for its content to exclude those 
that are beyond the scope of our research question. After this practical screen, the remaining 
articles from the different sources were combined into a preliminary sample of 33 articles. 
Moreover, we extended our sample by applying the snowball technique where we scanned the 
collected documents for additional citations the authors have referenced too [66, 96]. Each 
relevant study was then added to our preliminary sample in order to further increase our 
literature findings. Hence, the sample was increased by 30 additional studies through such 
snowballing of references [64]. As a final step, to ensure both quality and relevance of articles 
in our sample, we engaged in an in-depth reading and discussion of all articles. As a result of 
this final appraisal, we reduced our sample from 63 to 44 articles for further consideration. 
Our review qualitatively examined data from studies using a general inductive approach 
which allowed us to find “frequent, dominant, or significant” themes with relation to FLOSS 
adoption barriers that were reported across different studies [91]. To extract meaning from a 
complex set of literature works “through the development of summary themes”, we categorized 
our inductive codes based on the technology, organization and environmental (TOE) 
framework [18, 66, 91]. The TOE framework has demonstrated its usefulness in a variety of 
academic studies aiming to understand how organizations adopt technological innovations and 
thus suits well our research objectives [18, 30, 39]. However, due to its lack of focus on aspects 
of the individual adopter, a number of researchers proposed to incorporate a fourth dimension 
– hence the additional element ‘individual’, together forming the TOEI framework [31–33, 42, 
60, 70, 92]. 
During close readings of all articles, we summarized them to extract adoption barriers, 
allowing us to establish labels for key inhibiting challenges [91]. Given our primary goal to 
develop these barriers for subsequent use in the TOEI framework, we compiled a concept 
matrix in the form of an inhibitor matrix [96]. By conducting open coding during which text 
segments relating to themes from “each article [was] assigned to one of the broad categories 
derived from the literature review”, a spreadsheet with text snippets about the reported barriers 
was established [54, 91]. 
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To perform the inductive analysis, we identified challenges that authors have mentioned 
explicitly as well as implicitly while iteratively analysing each document and its content. Parts 
of the text or phrases were then labelled so that links among them could be gradually 
established, i.e. a non-hierarchical list of codes was created [66]. When we were not able to 
assign a text snippet to the existing coding scheme, we made a new category as we saw fit [54]. 
As an initial result, we listed over 50 different barriers at various levels of abstraction, i.e., high-
level (e.g. risk factor) and low-level (e.g. documentation issues). 
4. TOEI Framework of FLOSS Adoption 
As a result of our inductive analysis and the subsequent iterative generation of high-level 
categories, Fig. 1 presents the challenges mapped into the four classes of the TOEI. Naturally, 
many of these challenges are interconnected with each other, further inhibiting companies to 
even consider FLOSS. In the remainder of this section we explore both top-level and individual 
challenges in a more detailed fashion, and explain the potential interconnections among the 
factors [66, 91].  
4.1. Technological Factors 
Across studies, we observed five high-level categories of technological challenges that make 
FLOSS adoption difficult. We differentiated between functional and non-functional barriers, 
project reputation, open-source selection processes, and existing IT systems and infrastructure 
as factors commonly mentioned in the literature. The single most frequently mentioned non-
functional inhibitor is technological vendor lock-in. The frequent non-interoperability between 
two types of applications leads to early rejection of open-source solutions as they are non-
conforming to the existing closed standards [31, 61, 92]. To deal with such situations, [51, 101] 
suggest the use of different policies, one of which is to require proprietary software vendors to 
support open standards or apply a principle of “explain [the use of proprietary software] and 
commit [or plan] to use OSS” [11].  
Another pressing issue firms repeatedly mention is the security and privacy of open-source 
solutions [3, 62, 81, 101]. This is particularly relevant in mission-critical sectors such as in 
finance, healthcare or for public institutions. This challenge is strongly related with the quality 
of software – a well-known issue that is often discussed both in practice and academia [58, 71]. 
Indeed, proprietary programs are oftentimes thought to be of higher quality because of being 
developed by full-time, dedicated developers [32, 76, 101]. However, prior research established 
that when computer programs are closed-source it does not increase their quality and security 
[71]. 
The factor of reliability and uncertainty of FLOSS has been frequently mentioned as an 
adoption barrier too [57, 60, 72, 92]. Since developers are usually not being paid for their 
Fig. 1. FLOSS adoption barriers categorized into 4 TOEI dimensions and 19 secondary factors. 
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contributions to OSS, their voluntary effort may stop at any time and no maintenance or further 
developments will be provided to adopters of the software. Moreover, a general lack of 
roadmaps and clarity of future plans (and “questionable longevity”) often discourages 
companies to adopt such technology [13, 60, 76, 88]. Strongly related to these issues is the 
aspect of a FLOSS project’s reputation, which plays an important role in adoption behaviour. 
The more popular the project brand is, or if the project is being backed by a company or sponsor, 
the more users and developers it can attract, and thus further increase its trustworthiness and 
reputation [45, 57, 92]. 
The maturity of FLOSS, similar to their quality, varies considerably. Studies have shown 
that such software often lacks certain functionalities and features when compared to proprietary 
counterparts [41, 52, 60, 63, 87]. Additionally, in order to be recognized and integrated in a 
company, it needs to fit existing organizational operations and have a tangible added value [32, 
60, 76]. 
Due to reported problems of software availability and difficult discovery [13], seemingly 
chaotic release variety (e.g., which fork to pick) [88], and ownership questions [60], research 
mentions selection challenges as an adoption barrier. Selecting the right open-source program 
for a firm or task can be more complicated than a choosing among proprietary, commercial off-
the-shelf alternatives. The selection process needs to be adapted and extended to evaluate “new 
factors”, such as terms of the license and FLOSS compliance with standards [13, 29].  
In our inhibitor matrix, the most cited technological barrier that prohibits companies to 
adopt FLOSS software is the lack of support by the community and third-party companies [13, 
60, 93]. Some researchers offer an arguably simple explanation: due to the existing IT 
architecture and perceived challenges of integrating any new technological innovation in the 
enterprise context, companies require direct access to expertise that can provide support for 
implementation and initial teething problems [63, 88]. The widespread lack of commercial 
open-source vendors therefore further acts as an adoption barrier in itself [32]. 
Technological barriers have played a critical part in the dissemination of FLOSS into 
corporate environments. Solving the reported issues of technical compatibility and availability 
of commercial support would likely have a very positive effect on the number of organizations 
willing to consider FLOSS for their purposes, both in the public and private sector. 
Table 2. List of technological barriers and literature references. 
Technological Factors References 
Non-functional requirements [3, 5, 11, 13, 19, 30–33, 37, 38, 40–42, 45, 51–53, 56, 57, 60, 62, 63, 
67, 68, 70, 72, 75, 76, 78, 86, 88–90, 92, 93, 101] 
Brand reputation [30, 32, 42, 45, 57, 68, 87, 89, 92] 
FLOSS maturity [3, 5, 19, 30, 32, 37, 40–42, 50, 52, 53, 57, 60, 62, 63, 67, 75, 76, 86, 
87, 93, 101] 
Selection process [3, 5, 12, 13, 31–33, 37, 38, 40–42, 45, 48–50, 52, 53, 57, 60, 62, 63, 
67, 68, 70, 72, 75, 76, 86–89, 92, 93, 101] 
Existing architecture & 
infrastructure 
[3, 11, 13, 31, 32, 38, 42, 45, 52, 53, 57, 60, 62, 78, 86–89, 101] 
4.2. Organizational Factors 
Within organizational barriers, we categorized the reported inhibitors into the subgroups of lack 
of resources, satisfaction with the existing systems, organizational characteristics, project 
management, and risk avoidance.  
The most significant organizational barriers reported are lacking financial and human 
resources. Due to many companies already owning proprietary products and limited IT budgets, 
firms need to consider switching costs that include both upcoming hidden as well as sunk 
expenses (e.g. for licenses) [32, 57, 62, 63, 68]. Even though FLOSS is free of charge to use, 
organizations may need “to hire programmers to supplement their IT staff” – thus the total costs 
of ownership have to include items such as implementation and execution support, and 
employee training [42, 53, 57, 76]. Furthermore, particularly in developing countries, 
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proprietary products are seen to be more prestigious and of higher quality. Paradoxically, low 
acquisition costs may therefore have actually discouraged the adoption of FLOSS in some cases 
[87, 92].  
Firms have reported a lack of skilled FLOSS specialists and accessibility of open source 
vendors as a significant inhibitor for the adoption [49, 57, 68, 87]. Indeed, given that many 
employees have been used working with proprietary software, they need to be provided with 
the adequate training, which further complicates the transition and increases time and costs [22, 
42, 57, 86].  
As part of a general trend of organizations to focus on their core competencies, IT systems 
and their development and support have often been outsourced. Negotiations with suppliers 
may prove to be difficult due to the lack of FLOSS support among outsourcing providers [62]. 
Companies have therefore often decided to direct their limited resources to existing proprietary 
ISs rather than risking something new [32]. Decision makers prefer to avoid potential failures 
at all costs as the risk of systems not functioning and providing satisfactory features is 
considerable [48, 57]. Additionally, with no means to transfer accountability (unlike in many 
outsourcing relations for proprietary software), the full risk for FLOSS remains within the client 
organization [5, 31, 60, 62].   
Satisfaction with existing systems has also played a role in FLOSS non-adoption. Where 
there has been no user demand, there were no reasons to implement it either [32, 60, 76]. Indeed, 
if a company accesses proprietary software through existing purchasing agreements for 
acceptable costs, there is no need to consider switching to alternatives in the first place [31, 52].  
Organization size has been mentioned to be another barrier [48, 53, 70]. If the organization 
is small, it may lack a fully equipped IT department and skilled employees who could support 
FLOSS integration. On the contrary, the larger the organization is, the more probable open-
source adoption can be successfully accomplished [62]. Further, as many studies show, 
particularly the lack of managerial support, its awareness of alternatives, and the organizational 
structure has been identified as a burden for corporate change [12, 30, 31, 51].  
The best outcomes of FLOSS adoption projects occur when employees themselves, bottom 
up, voluntarily adopt open-source software, resulting in motivated and satisfied end-users [22]. 
This is due to the fact that many FLOSS implementation projects have been perceived as 
unsuccessful, often due to unrealistic implementation times, lack of detailed planning, training, 
pilot trials, and insufficient project governance [12, 32, 60]. Indeed, for a FLOSS adoption to 
succeed, managers have to be fully on board and aware of the time required, costs involved, 
and risks it brings along [52, 57]. 
Table 3. List of organizational barriers and literature references. 
Organizational Factors References 
Satisfaction with current systems [3, 30–32, 42, 45, 52, 57, 60, 62, 67, 75, 76, 86, 101] 
Lack of resources [3, 5, 11, 12, 19, 30–32, 37, 40–42, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 57, 60, 62, 
63, 68, 70, 72, 75, 76, 78, 86, 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 101] 
Risk avoidance [2, 3, 13, 30–33, 37, 38, 40, 41, 48, 49, 57, 60, 62, 68, 70, 72, 75, 
76, 86–90] 
Organization itself [12, 30–32, 42, 45, 48, 50, 51, 53, 60, 62, 67, 70, 72, 76, 89, 90] 
Project Management [12, 31, 32, 38, 41, 52, 57, 60, 62, 76, 86, 88, 89, 92] 
4.3. Environmental Factors 
Environmental factors are concerned with the setting and context in which organizations 
operate. Within this group, we find following categories: economic and country differences 
(e.g. in terms of infrastructure), policies and laws, structure and conditions of the industry, 
cultural issues and nature of the public discourse. 
One of the most important challenges have been different policies, which are crucial in the 
FLOSS acceptance by employers. At governmental level, studies have reported that 
procurement models are usually discriminatory, non-transparent and not flexible enough, thus 
severely limiting FLOSS market penetration [11, 62, 65, 90]. In addition, political and public 
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pressure and lack of the governmental support in terms of planning, future directions and 
visions have significantly discouraged many firms – especially relevant in sectors heavily 
relying on public funds, such as education or healthcare [51, 53, 67, 68]. Politics and hidden 
power structures are “a critical factor” with relation to “how OSS would be used in the future, 
even before getting to the technology [and other] portion[s] of [open-source] adoption” [62].  
Some studies also present the issue of companies required to have IT systems that are in 
compliance with certain business regulations (e.g., privacy, security, standards, etc.), which 
usually cannot be achieved without corporate backing [13, 53, 62].  
Socio-cultural elements heavily influence the FLOSS adoption patterns. For example, [3] 
have found in Mali that people of higher age (elders) carry larger decision power than those of 
younger age. If the elders have not been entirely convinced, other employees would be reluctant 
to follow instructions. This is covered in Hofstede's concept of cultural power distance, where 
the higher the distance between different employees, the less likely novelties such as FLOSS 
are adopted [70]. From this view, enterprises “are reluctant to changes (…) because new things 
may threaten the existing power structure” [70].  
A firm’s market condition and its structure play a relevant factor in the decision about free 
software migration too [11, 32]. [90] states that “type of industry matters” because those with 
a strong relation to IT (e.g., ICT companies) are naturally more inclined to adopt new 
technologies. This has also been confirmed by [32, 60] who added that competitors’ behaviour 
(e.g., “other nearby firms had rejected” it) significantly influenced FLOSS adoption decisions 
in practice.  
With relation to organization’s internal culture, research has shown that conservative firms 
do not support free software [31, 68]. Moreover, firm’s local needs and requirements – e.g., 
language localization of open-source products and adaptability to the market – have to be 
appropriately addressed through engaging with local or regional communities and commercial 
vendors [3, 6, 101]. Therefore the openness of free software and ability to modify its source 
code encourages a further development, customization and enables potential cooperation 
between different parties in the ecosystem [11].  
Another considerable barrier to adoption is the lack of a sales organization that promotes 
the FLOSS project through educating potential future adopters and acts as a central source of 
knowledge for interested parties [22, 31, 60, 63]. Unclear and incomplete information about 
open-source projects and the lack of commercial vendors often stop adoption considerations in 
early stages [32, 60, 68, 93]. Such a lack of marketing efforts and information dissemination 
goes hand in hand with poor management of the public discourse [53]. 
To overcome the plethora of environmental barriers, clear policies and legal frameworks 
have to be created and put into action, while at the same time information about open-source 
software needs to improve qualitatively and quantitatively. 
Table 4. List of environmental barriers and literature references. 
Environmental Factors References 
National and regional (economic) differences [57, 70] 
Conservative socio-cultural elements [3, 6, 31, 62, 68, 70, 93, 101] 
Unreliable information about OSS [32, 41, 53, 60, 68, 93] 
Different policies [11, 13, 19, 31, 32, 38, 41, 42, 51, 53, 62, 67, 68, 70, 
87, 89, 90, 93, 101] 
Market or business sector specifics [11, 32, 41, 60, 62, 90] 
4.4. Individual Factors 
Ultimately, the success of FLOSS implementations, like with other technological innovations, 
depends on their perceived usefulness and ease of use by the end-user [5, 33, 92]. Yet, a 
proprietary mindset among users may lead to substantial resistance towards FLOSS transitions, 
especially when the new technology is seen as a cheap alternative and thus decreases the self-
perceived value of employees [22, 31, 42, 62]. 
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Companies aiming to introduce FLOSS often lack champions or sponsors “who connect 
their organization with external knowledge and can bring the organization in contact with new 
innovations” [4, 30, 31, 45, 51, 60]. Having such a boundary spanner is particularly relevant 
because many individuals lack personal awareness and knowledge about alternatives to 
proprietary software [42]. Therefore, the main task of these champions is to motivate users to 
try free software which has been shown to encourage broader adoption of open-source [50].  
A less frequently mentioned challenge is to overcome the (temporary) inconvenience for 
employees that a migration to FLOSS would ultimately bring [31]. Users generally want to use 
their programs in a productive matter, at any time and without disruptions. A transition to 
FLOSS, just like other technological changes, holds the risk of destabilizing the current work 
system before the benefits of the new technology can be realized. 
Individual factors have to be considered in close relationship with the three other 
dimensions of the TOEI framework. While we can separate the challenges theoretically in order 
to allow for a more structured analysis and discussion, many of the challenges that inhibit open-
source adoption evidently lead to the users and their behaviour, as it is the users that ultimately 
hold the power over successful adoption. Apart from hidden financial expenses related to 
implementation, training and maintenance [11], firms often pay an additional price related to 
employee morale, changes in the technological and organizational landscape and therefore face 
user resistance from those affected [12]. 
Table 5. List of individual barriers and literature references. 
Individual Factors References 
User perceptions [5, 30–33, 37, 40, 42, 45, 57, 62, 70, 89, 92, 93] 
No early champions or boundary spanners [30–32, 45, 51, 53, 60, 62] 
No motivation [50] 
Not tolerating temporary inconvenience [31, 62] 
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
Our study presents a consolidated view of FLOSS adoption research based on the analysis and 
categorization of 44 articles into four conceptual areas, each consisting of a number of 
associated factors that act as barriers to the widespread adoption of FLOSS in organizations.  
In line with prior research, our results also support the notion “that OSS had been widely 
adopted and diffused, but only for specific types of applications or in organizations with 
particular profiles” [54]. In some industries, such as healthcare, education or public 
administration, the diffusion has been limited due to the regulatory environment or lack of 
interoperability with existing software [11, 41, 51]. Moreover, our research further shows that 
adoption barriers and their importance can differ economically and geographically, and that the 
different rates of FLOSS adoption by countries may be explained through cultural aspects of 
power-distance. In countries with a high-power distance, employees are more inclined to 
maintain the status quo [5, 6, 70].  
All in all, due to its growing popularity, the adoption rate of FLOSS in both private and 
public organizations is steadily increasing. With this study, we provide a comprehensive 
overview of FLOSS adoption barriers – factors that may negatively influence FLOSS initiatives 
– as well as insights from extant research on how to overcome these challenges. Based on the 
results of a systematic literature review, we categorized the reported barriers into the 4 
dimensions of the TOEI framework, and further described 19 associated, inhibiting challenges. 
Our overview sheds new light on FLOSS adoption barriers and may help practitioners to make 
more informed decisions. For researchers, this study contributes in the form of a knowledge 
baseline, which can be used to better identify research gaps in our current knowledge about 
FLOSS adoption, and thus allow for a more structured advance of the field and more informed 
research designs in future studies. 
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